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Generally, a court with jurisdiction over a case has not only the right but also the duty to exercise that jurisdiction. ! However, 
a trial court may have discretion to decide whether to decline to exercise jurisdiction,” as where the assumption of jurisdiction 
would require the court to interfere with the internal management of a voluntary association, in which case the appellate court 
will not reverse the court's decision absent an abuse of that discretion.“ Nevertheless, the erroneous failure of a trial court to 
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exercise its discretion is reversible error. 


State courts are not free to decline the jurisdiction conferred on them by Congress in cases based on federal statutes if such 
cases are within the scope of the ordinary jurisdiction of the state courts as prescribed by local laws.° A court's duty to exercise 


its jurisdiction can be enforced by way of a mandamus proceeding.’ 
In certain situations, a court having jurisdiction over a case may in its discretion decline to exercise it, as when the doctrine of 


forum non conveniens is applicable.” Moreover, the courts should generally decline to exercise jurisdiction in a case seeking 
a declaration of non-liability in a tort suit because to do so deprives the potential plaintiff of the right to determine where and 


when to file suit.!° 
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